Possessive dative constructions-a subcategory of external possession constructions, similar but not identical to the English sentence She looked him in the eye-are a crosslinguistic phenomenon. These structures feature a nominal or pronominal elementin this case, him-that functions semantically as the possessor of a separate dp-eyeand syntactically as a dependent of the verb. Syntactic approaches to possessive dative constructions in such languages as Hebrew and German argue for a movement analysis in which the possessor starts out in the possessum dp before moving to a higher position. Semantic approaches to the same phenomenon in German and French, among other languages, analyze possessive dative constructions as instances of anaphoric binding; the dative undergoes first-merge outside the possessum dp and binds a variable in it. The present article documents and analyzes what appear to be instances of possessive dative constructions in Lebanese Arabic. I show that the possessive construal of the datives in these structures is not syntactically or semantically mediated, but rather pragmatically determined.
1

Framing the Problem
Possession constructions are a cross-linguistic phenomenon that come in two broad flavors: (i) Internal Possession and (ii) External Possession. Semantically, both constructions involve a pair of noun phrases construed jointly as a possessor and a possessum; e.g., Sue and cheek in the English sentences (1) and (2). Syntactically, the two constructions are different. In internal possession constructions, the possessor and possessum form a syntactic constituent; for instance, they must undergo wh-fronting as a single unit, as (1b) shows. In external possession constructions, on the other hand, mapping between semantics and syntax is not as transparent. Thus, in (2a) , Sue and cheek do not form a constituent; the possessum may be questioned separately, as (2b) illustrates.
(1) a. Tom kissed Sue's cheek. b. a: Whose cheek did Tom kiss? -b: Sue's cheek.
(2) a. Tom kissed Sue on the cheek. b. a: Who did Tom kiss on the cheek? -b: Sue.
Possessive dative constructions are a subcategory of external possession.1 In this category of possession, a dative-case-marked possessor dp is realized outside the possessum dp, where it behaves as a syntactic dependent of the verb. Possessive dative constructions are licensed in a range of languages and language families. Sentences (3) and (4) show examples from Hebrew and German, respectively. ha-tmuna the-picture 'Gil enlarged Rina's picture.' (Landau 1999: 5 (5b)) (7) * binit daughter ʃifne:-ha: we.saw-her Na:dya: Nadia bi-l-masraħ in-the theater Intended meaning: 'The daughter, we saw her mother Nadia in the theater.' Sentences (8) and (9) are la examples of what looks like possessive dative constructions. I will refer to these as Possessively Construed Attitude Dative Constructions-or poss adcs-for reasons that will become clear in the course of this article. In a poss adc, a pronominal dative cliticized to a verbal element is construed as the possessor of a possessum dp.3 As expected of possessive dative constructions in general, the mapping between semantics and syntax in la poss adcs lacks transparency. For example, in (8) -la: 'her' and l-sayya:ra 'the car' semantically enter a possessor-possessum relationship, but syntactically they do not behave as a constituent. In the event of topicalization, the possessum moves without the possessor, as (10) illustrates. Structurally, sentences (8) and (9) look very much like the Hebrew and German constructions in (3) and (4). Research on possessive dative construc-tions in the latter languages (Landau 1999; Lee-Schoenfeld 2006) shows that the possessive reading in structures like (3) and (4) is syntactically mediated. More specifically, Landau and Lee-Schoenfeld provide strong evidence that possessive dative constructions in Hebrew and German are derived from internal possession via movement. Hole (2004 Hole ( , 2005 offers an alternative, binding analysis of German possessive dative constructions-or what he refers to as "so-called 'possessor' datives"-within a neo-Davidsonian event semantics. On Hole's binding approach, the dative is base-generated outside the possessum dp; it c-commands the possessum and binds a variable within it. Given the structural resemblance between the la sentences in (8) and (9) and possessive dative constructions in Hebrew and German, it seems reasonable on first blush to postulate that the possessive construal of la poss ads is also syntactically or semantically mediated. This possibility is strengthened by the fact that, when native speakers are presented with sentences like (8) and (9) without any additional context, their first reaction is to interpret the dative as possessive. That is, they automatically construe the referent of the dative as the possessor of the car in (8) and of the jewelry in (9).
There is reason to question the role of syntactic/semantic mediation in this construction, however. Here is why. la poss adcs do more than just serve as an alternative for regular internal possession constructions. la structures like (8) and (9) are felicitous only if the referent of the dative is made salient as a topic, and often as an affectee and/or object of empathy (see O'Connor 2007) . If the possessor is not discourse-prominent, internal possession is more felicitous. This makes poss adcs very similar to and easily confused with another type of dative construction, referred to in Haddad (2014) as Topic/Affected Attitude Dative Constructions (hereafter top/aff adcs).
In order to frame the problem properly, let us begin by examining some data that illustrate the importance of topicality, affectedness, and empathy to poss adcs. Consider the conversation in (11) between speakers a and b. The conversation features Speaker b's mother-in-law. Crucially, however, Speaker a is concerned about Speaker b's well-being, and thus Speaker b, rather than his mother-in-law, is depicted as the topic and affectee in Speaker a's question. Speaker b's response is therefore most felicitous when it does not feature a dative referring to the mother-in-law. (b') is a more natural response than (b"). (11) Compare (11) with (12). In (12), the mother-in-law is established as the topic of conversation during the first exchange between the speakers. Here, Speaker a's response (a') is more felicitous than (a"); the former includes a dative that refers to the mother-in-law, thus explicitly maintaining her as the topic of conversation. Finally, the exchange in (13) portrays the mother-in-law not only as a topic, but also as an affectee and an object of empathy. Now (b'), with the poss ad, is more felicitous than (b"). It is worth noting that many languages that license possessive dative constructions require possessor affectedness in order for external possession to be licit. Affectedness, in turn, is crucially contingent on sentience. Accordingly, only the living qualify as external possessors in such languages, to the exclusion of the dead and the inanimate. The examples in (12) and (13) may give the impression that la is subject to the same restriction, seeing as the referent of the dative is a (living) mother-in-law. Animacy, in this case, is only incidental, however, as sentences (14), (15), and (16) illustrate. In each of these three sentences, the dative takes the possessor-a car-as a referent and depicts it as a topic, an affectee, and an object of empathy, despite its inanimacy. Now let us turn to top/aff adcs, a category of la dative construction that differs minimally from poss adcs. Like poss adcs, top/aff adcs contain a dative whose referent is made discourse-prominent through portrayal as a topic, affectee, and/or object of empathy; unlike poss adcs, however, the top/aff dative is not construed as a possessor. (17) through (19) provide examples of this latter construction. In (17), Speaker a enquires about Nadia, establishing her as the topic of conversation. Speaker b briefly mentions that she is well but goes on to talk about Ziad (perhaps a family member). The dative -la: 'her' in Speaker b's response is used primarily to maintain the referent of -la: (Nadia) as the ongoing topic of the exchange. As the rest of the response indicates, Speaker b does not know much else about Nadia's and Ziad's situations or feelings (e.g., how Nadia feels about Ziad's unemployment, or if Ziad is unemployed on purpose to aggravate Nadia). These data suggest that topicality may be the sole function of top/aff ads. Why should the obligatory presence of topicality, affectedness, or empathy cast doubt on a syntactic or semantic account of la poss adcs? After all, affectedness (though not topicality) is also a requirement of German possessive dative constructions, yet this did not stop Lee-Schoenfeld from offering a syntactic analysis or Hole from proposing a semantic one.
I mentioned earlier that when speakers are presented with structures like (8) and (9) above, their first reaction is to construe the dative as a possessor. With enough context, however, speakers may understand structures like (8) and (9) as top/aff adcs instead. That is, they may construe the referent of the dative as a topic/affectee but not a possessor. Sentence (20) is a repetition of (8) (21), the internal possessor -a: 'her' could refer to Nadia, in which case the dative would be interpreted as a top/aff ad. Alternatively, it could coincide with the dative and its referent Leila, leading to a possessive construal of the dative. In principle, both readings are available, but the context of (21) The discussion so far shows that the possessive construal of datives in poss adcs is optional and contextually determined, and that poss adcs have a lot in common with top/aff adcs in terms of interpretation and pragmatic function. Two possibilities follow: like (4) above (repeated here as (22)), and structures that contain an internal possessor in addition to the dative, like (23) The rest of this article is organized as follows. Section 2 offers a detailed description of the distribution of poss adcs in la. Section 3 explores recent accounts of the possessive dative phenomenon and attempts to apply them to the construction in la. Section 3.1 examines two syntactic approaches to external possession, raising and control, and shows that neither approach captures the facts of la poss adcs. Section 3.2 considers a semantic alternative in terms of binding and shows that this, too, fails to account for the data. In section 4, I suggest that the possessor-possessum relation in la poss adcs is a pragmatically controlled phenomenon that is subject to minimal syntactic constraints. The broader implication of this analysis is that external possession is not necessarily a cross-linguistically unified phenomenon. While referential dependencies in external possession may be reduced to raising, control, or binding, they do not have to be; they may be pragmatically determined instead. Section 5 presents my conclusion.
A Descriptive Overview
This section focuses on the distributional properties of poss adcs in la. I start by comparing poss adcs to internal possession constructions vis-à-vis the possessor-possessum relations each construction licenses. 
2.1
Possessor-Possessum Relations la internal possession constructions may express a number of relationships, including alienable and inalienable possession, kinship, identity, and compositional relations. Some of these relationships may also be expressed via poss adcs, as (24), (25), and (26) illustrate, while others are limited to internal possession constructions. For example, (27) and (28) show that identity relations (e.g., madi:nit Bayruut 'the city of Beirut') and compositional relations (e.g., ʃo:rbit l-xidˁra 'vegetable soup') are not allowed in poss adcs. (24) they.visited-her.dat madi:nit-a: city-her ✓ 'They visited her city.' (e.g., her city = madi:nit Layla 'Leila's city') * 'They visited her city.' (e.g., her city = madi:nit Bayruut 'the city of Beirut') (28) ħabbit-la:
she.liked-her.dat ʃo:rbit-a: soup-her/it ✓ 'She liked her soup.' (e.g., her soup = ʃo:rbit Layla 'Leila's soup') * 'She liked its soup.' (e.g., its soup = ʃo:rbit l-xidˁra 'vegetable soup') The opposite is also true; not all poss adcs can be felicitously rephrased as internal possession constructions. Specifically, what Landau (1999) and LeeSchoenfeld (2006) refer to as instances of "transitory" or "temporary" possession are readily expressed in poss adcs, but are not necessarily allowed in internal possession constructions. For example, the referent of the dative in (29) has Karim's car in her possession, but she does not own the car. Simi-larly, the secret in (30) is Karim's; the referent depicted by the dative has been entrusted with the secret, but it is not hers. Therefore, using internal possession, such as sayya:rit-a: 'her car' and sirr-a 'her secret' , would result in infelicity in these cases. Kari:m Karim 'Ziad exposed the secret that was entrusted to her by Karim.'
Presence versus Absence of Internal Possessors in poss adcs
In certain cases, internal possessors can occur within poss adcs in Lebanese Arabic. Some poss adcs require an internal possessor, some permit an internal possessor, and some disallow internal possessors altogether. At first blush, restrictions on internal possessors seem to be contingent on the type of possessor-possessum relationship involved in the poss adc. Closer examination, however, shows that this is a structural, rather than semantic, restriction.
First, note that an la internal possessor, when it is allowed or required, may not be a lexical dp. Thus, (31) is ungrammatical under the intended reading. This sentence can only mean that Leila ate from Ziad's plate and that a third party (e.g., Karim) was affected by her behavior. To obtain the desired reading, the internal possessor must be a pronominal clitic; the corresponding lexical dp is either dropped/implied or realized as a double dp, as illustrated in (32) and (33).4 It may also be realized as a clitic-left-dislocated dp, as in (34).
4 This configuration is typical of clitic-doubling constructions; whether these structures are instances of clitic doubling or right dislocation needs closer examination, which I defer to another occasion. See Aoun (1999) The reviewer also asks if the restriction to pronominal internal possessors in poss adcs is due to Condition c. As we saw in Section 1, poss ads are felicitous only when linked to a salient element in discourse. This is why their reference may not be mentioned again as a lexical dp in the possessum dp. See also Section 4. When inalienable possession-which, in la, pertains exclusively to body-part relations-is involved, an internal possessor is required. In this case, the possessum dp occurs in a construct-state genitive; free-state genitives are not allowed (36).
the-hand / hand-her / the-hand fs.poss-her la-Layla for-Leila 'Ziad held Leila's hand.'
Note that this situation stands in stark contrast to that found in languages like Spanish or German, where internal possessors cannot surface when an inalienable possession/body-part relation is involved. Shibatani (1994) , commenting on possessive dative constructions in Spanish, holds that "body-part nominals are special in that they are automatically understood to be inalienably possessed by the referent of the dative nominal"; they therefore do not need to be mentioned again and, thus, shouldn't be. While this conclusion may be correct for languages like German and Spanish, it does not capture the la facts. The restriction in la is not semantic but structural. A construct-state-style internal possessor is required in a poss adc if and only if it is also strictly required in the corresponding internal possession construction. (37) demonstrates that body parts must be construct-state genitives, (37a), unless the body part is modified by an adjective or relative clause, (37b). See Vergnaud and Zubizarreta (1992) for more details about similar restrictions on inalienable constructions in English and French. The same applies to the kinship terms in (41). These terms may only be used within construct-state genitives.
(41) ʔimm 'mother'-bayy 'father'-ʔibin 'son'-ʔixit 'sister'-xayy 'son'-ʒo:z 'husband'-sit 'grandmother'-ʒidd 'grandfather' .
In contrast, the terms in (42) may or must occur without a construct-statestyle internal possessor, as (43) and (44) adc without an internal possessor is grammatical in these cases; e.g., (45) and (46).
(42) l-ma:ma: 'the-mom'-l-ba:ba: 'the-dad'-l-binit 'the-girl/daughter'-l-sˁabi: 'the-boy or the-son'-l-mara: 'the woman = the wife'-l-riʒʒe:l 'the man = the husband'-l-te:ta: 'grandma'-ʒiddo 'grandpa' . the-daughter / daughter-her ʕa-l-be:t to-the-house la-Na:dya for-Nadia 'Ziad took Nadia's daughter home.' Kinship terms may occur in free-state genitives, such as l-ma:ma: tabaʕ-a: 'themother fs.poss-her' . However, such constructions tend to be used only to clarify a potential ambiguity-or to offend a person and treat her/him as an object, as (47) illustrates. The above discussion shows that the phenomenon pertaining to the presence vs. absence of internal possessors is subject to structural rather than semantic restrictions. A detailed account as to why this might be the case goes beyond the scope of this article, but I will briefly mention one possible explanation. Both internal possession constructions and poss adcs always start out with an internal possessor. When a free-state genitive is allowed and employed, the internal possessor occupies a complement position, from which it may be deleted; thus, l-beit 'the-home' or l-beit tabaʕ-a: 'the-home fs.poss-her' are both acceptable constructions in reference to one's home. When a constructstate genitive is obligatory, however, the possessum and internal possessor undergo incorporation into a single word, making the overt presence of the internal possessor obligatory (see Hoyt 2007 and references within).
2.3
Types of Predicates That License poss adcs poss adcs are possible with all types of predicates, though not always with the same frequency.5 They are readily available with transitive predicates, which may be agentive (48)- (49) poss adcs are also possible with unergative predicates. In this case, the possessum dp occurs within a pp argument, which may be instrumental (52), locative (53), or source (54). poss adcs may occur with unaccusative predicates as well, in which case the possessum dp surfaces as the grammatical subject, as (55) and (56) demonstrate. A better translation of (55) is: "She experienced the loss of several pairs of sunglasses this year." Similarly, sentence (56) emphasizes that the referent of the dative had to endure the death of a son in the war. Although rare, possessum dps can also appear as subjects of unergative predicates, as (57) and (58) show. As Tal Siloni observes (in Linzen 2014), these predicates may include theme unergatives (Levin and Rappaport Hovav 1995; Reinhart 2002; Levin 1993) , which normally take inanimate subjects. Sentences (59) through (62) The following two sections develop an explanation for the interpretation of la poss adcs.
la poss adcs: Movement or Binding?
The two main approaches to external possession pursued in the literature appeal to movement (syntax) and binding (semantics). The movement approach has been further divided into a raising-based approach and a control-based approach. The raising approach maintains that the possessor moves from a thematic internal position to a non-thematic external position (e.g., Deal 2013), while the control approach holds that the possessor moves from a thematic internal position to a thematic external position, where it receives the role of affectee (e.g., Lee-Schoenfeld 2006) . Conversely, the binding approach maintains that the possessor is first merged outside the possessum dp; the dative acquires its possessor role through local c-command of the possessum dp, in which it binds a variable (Hole 2005 ; see also Guéron 1985 Guéron , 2006 . In the rest of this section, I show that poss adcs in la are not the outcome of movement or binding. In section 4, I present an alternative account.
3.1
Against the Movement Approach On the movement approach to external possession, the possessum dp starts out as in (65). The possessor undergoes first-merge into a caseless Spec,dp, and then raises to Spec,vp to check its case feature, as in (66) (Landau 1999) . Crucially, this movement is case-driven. The movement analysis sketched here does not work for la, for a number of reasons. First, if the possessor is to begin its syntactic existence in a caseless position, it cannot-at least on Landau's and Lee-Schoenfeld's analyses-be pronounced as part of the possessum dp as well. If the possessor receives case internally, it should remain trapped in its original position, unable to raise out of the possessum dp to seek case elsewhere. This problem is LeeSchoenfeld's main motivation for dismissing (23) above as a non-possessive dative construction.
If this reasoning is correct, all instances of poss adc that contain an internal possessor phrase constitute counterevidence to the movement approach. Of course, it could be argued that la poss adcs are instances of copy control that involve multiple case checking and multiple copy pronunciation (see Haddad 2011) . Under such an analysis, the possessor would have to raise for reasons other than case. It is not clear, however, what these reasons could be. I set aside this option here.
Recall that possessum phrases in la may be realized as construct-state genitives or free-state genitives. Drawing on Ritter (1988) , it can be fairly assumed that construct-state genitives start out as in (69) What is important for our purposes is that the possessum, rather than the possessor, is at the edge of the dp, and should thus be the better candidate for movement. Proponents of the movement approach (be it raising or control) consider Spec,dp to be the only viable escape position for movement out of a possessum dp. As Lee-Schoenfeld (2006) explicitly states, "the relation between the pd [Possessive Dative] and its associated possessor position may not extend into the dp (into the domain of its head), but rather may access only its highest (outermost) specifier position" (113). Movement from a deeper position constitutes a violation of the Minimal Link Condition (Chomsky 1995; see Deal 2013: 403 for a more recent incarnation), which states that movement of an element x to a position y is disallowed if there is another element z of the same type which is closer to y.
(69) dp d np dp possessor n' | n possessum (70) dp d possessum np dp possessor n' | n t
Things get more complex with free-state genitives, to which Mohammad (1999) assigns the structure in (71). The possessor in this case is even more deeply buried inside the possessum. Deal (2013) analyzes similar possessive forms ("synthetic possessives," in her terminology) in Nez Perce. Working with the structure in (72), Deal shows that movement out of these possessives is not possible. Instead, the possessor remains internal to the possessum dp, where it takes on genitive case as a last resort. la free-state genitives and Nez Perce synthetic possessives are not isolated cases. As Deal (2013:411) points out, similar analyses have been proposed for Hebrew ʃel (Borer 1984: Chapter 2), Italian di (Giorgi and Longobardi 1991: 36-46) , and English of and 's (Stowell 1981:239-249) .
(71) dp dp possessum d' d poss np possessor (72) dp Possessum dp np n dp Possessor
If poss adcs in la do not arise through movement, we can predict that instances of external possession that are blocked in possessor-raising languages due to violation of the Minimal Link Condition should be possible in la. This prediction is borne out in examples (73) through (76), which show that a poss ad in la may be associated with a possessum contained within a larger possessum dp. The larger possessum dp may be a free-state genitive, (73), or a construct-state genitive, (74), and the embedded possessum may itself be contained within another embedded possessum dp, (75). Finally, the possessum dp with which the poss ad is associated may or may not contain an internal possessor: (73) vs. (76). The impossibility of such examples in German is taken by Lee-Shoenfeld as support for the raising analysis; she holds that "in a case where the direct object is a complex dp … the pd [Possessive Dative] must be associated with the larger (containing) dp, rather than with the genitive, which is properly contained in (i.e., a subpart of) the larger dp " (2006: 113) . No such restriction is enforced in la-because, as I argue, la poss adcs do not involve possessor raising. Further evidence against the raising approach to la poss adcs comes from structures that contain two internal arguments. Consider sentence (77), which contains a theme/patient l-sayya:ra 'the car' and a locative/goal dp bi-l-gara:ʒ 'in the car repair shop' . Given enough context, speakers may associate the poss ad -lo 'him.dat' with either argument; indeed, example (78) shows that the poss ad may even be associated with both arguments. These possibilities are not available in possessor-raising languages, where the possessive dative may only be associated with the higher dp; see Deal 2013. Another structure disallowed by possessor-raising languages involves a context where the possessor is the agent or theme of the possessum. Movementbased external possession cannot accommodate this configuration: agents originate in Spec,np (rather than Spec,dp), while themes originate in complement position (see Landau 1999; Lee-Schoenfeld 2006) , and movement out of either position induces a locality violation. As predicted, however, la readily allows poss adcs in this context, as (80) and (81) In the following subsection, I examine Hole's binding approach and show that, like the movement approach, this analysis does not work for la.
3.2
Against Dative Binding Hole (2004 Hole ( , 2005 argues that the dative arguments in German structures like (4) above-i.e., "possessive datives" in Lee-Schoenfeld's (2006) terms-are not possessor arguments but affectees. Hole maintains this position despite the intuition of a possessor-possessum relationship between the dative referent and the possessum; the perception of this relationship, according to Hole, is "induced by the dative argument 'binding' the possessor variable of the more deeply embedded noun" or possessum (2005: 216).
Hole's observations seem to capture the facts of poss ads in la as described in Section 1, so it's worthwhile to examine whether his analysis can account for the full range of la data. Two pieces of evidence suggest that this analysis will not suffice for la. First, dative binding relies crucially on a c-command relationship between the dative and the possessum dp. commanded relational noun within the dp that denotes the possessum or (body-)part of the referent of the extra argument. This binding relationship entails that the possessum dp must first merge vp/vPinternally (e.g., as the object of a transitive verb or the subject of a passive or unaccusative predicate) in order to be c-commanded by the dative. However, as example (82) illustrates, la licenses poss adcs with possessum dps as subjects of unergative predicates (see also (57) through (62) above). In these examples, the possessum dp merges in a position higher than the dative, making it impossible for the dative to c-command it in a binding configuration. Note that (82), as well as (57) through (62) above, is also problematic for the movement analysis of poss adcs. The different movement-based approaches to poss adcs require that the possessor move to a position below Spec,vP: different authors suggest Spec,vp (Landau 1999) , Spec,vP-affectee (Lee-Schoenfeld 2006), or Spec, µp (Deal 2013) ). This requirement, again, means that the possessum dp must undergo its first merge vp/vP-internally. However, the possessum dp in (82) and in similar structures with unergative predicates necessarily merges as an external argument above the assumed landing site of the possessor. A possessor-raising approach would therefore have to become a possessor-lowering approach in order to account for the la data, which is not possible under standard assumptions.
An additional challenge for the binding approach in particular comes from la poss adc structures with implied or absent possessums. Hole (2005: 227) presents the examples in (83) (his (32)). (83a) and (83b) are synonymous; the only difference is that the verb in the former is transitive, while the verb in the latter is intransitive. Only the transitive predicate licenses a dative that may be interpreted as an affectee and a possessor. The intransitive predicate in (83b) cannot license such a dative: the binding approach assumes that the dative must be accompanied by an operator that needs to bind something; binding may not apply vacuously. Consider the la sentences in (84). All these sentences contain a possessum dp; in each case, the dative is understood as a poss ad. At the same time, la licenses similar poss adcs with implied possessum dps, as (85) illustrates. The implicit nature of these possessums does not make the possessive reading less salient.8 The grammaticality of sentences like (85) in la is a problem for an approach that requires binding to apply non-vacuously. (84) Now that we have ruled out-or at least cast some doubt on-movement and binding as viable approaches to the analysis of la poss adcs, we are ready to consider an alternative.
4
A Pragmatic Approach to la poss adcs Section 1 compared poss adcs and top/aff adcs in la and showed that the dative argument makes a similar contribution in both types of expressions: In both poss and top/aff adcs, the referent of the dative is made more salient by being presented as a topic, affectee, and/or object of empathy. In poss adcs, the dative is additionally interpreted as a possessor. Section 1 concluded with two possibilities, repeated here: Section 3 ruled out the possibility in (ii). In the present section, therefore, I explore the possibility in (i). I first postulate that poss adcs begin their derivation as top/aff adcs, and I identify three specific distributional constraints that must be satisfied in order for the dative to be interpreted as a possessor. I further argue that satisfying these constraints is necessary, but not sufficient, for the possessive interpretation to obtain. Context and pragmatics have the final say in determining the referent of the dative as either (i) possessor + topic/affectee/object of empathy or (ii) (only) topic/affectee/object of empathy. Haddad (2014) analyzes top/aff adcs within the framework of ContextLinked Grammar, as proposed by Sigurðsson and Maling (2012) . Drawing on Ross's (1970) Haddad (2014) adopts this approach and treats top/aff ads as applicatives that start out in the syntax with unvalued phi-features and with a valued discourse feature, [+Topic/Affectee]. The role of the syntax is to link the dative to the appropriate edge-linker in cp. In this case, the edge-linker is a topic, which may be silent or pronounced. If pronounced, it may be a clitic-doubled element, a clitic-left-dislocated topic, or a right-dislocated topic.10
The derivation of a top/aff adc on this analysis is presented in (87) and proceeds as follows. The attitude dative starts out as an adjunct applicative phrase (ApplP) in a separate plane (à la Uriagereka 2003) . It has a discourse feature specified as [+Topic/Affectee]; it scans the cp region of the matrix clause looking for a matching edge-linker (in this case, a topic) in order to value its phi-feature via provocative movement (à la Branigan 2011).11 After 10 I defer discussion of these possibilities and consideration of their availability for poss adcs for another occasion. What is important for our purposes is that there is an edgelinker involved. 11
According to Branigan (2011: 5) , provocation "occurs in the course of feature valuation when certain probes seek a value for their unvalued features by identifying a goal to supply what they lack." The probe may seek a goal internally (within the same phrase structure) (87), but by a multidimensional semantics. I agree that the dative constructions examined in this article may be semantically distributed on two tiers, a truth-conditional tier and a non-truth-conditional one, and that top/aff ads and poss ads belong to the latter (see Bosse et al., 2012; Potts, 2005) . I have not pursued a semantic analysis in this article, but I suggest that the two-tier semantic characteristic of these datives may also be available syntactically, as (87) illustrates. poss ads are, derivationally, top/aff ads. However, does this mean that all top/aff ads are potentially poss ads? I contend not. Instead, I propose that three conditions must apply in order for a top/aff ad to be relabeled a poss ad:
(i) The sentence hosting the top/aff ad must contain a potential possessum. (ii) The top/aff ad must cliticize to the verb that selects that possessum phrase. (iii) If the possessum phrase contains an internal possessor, the top/aff ad must agree in person, gender, and number with the internal possessor.
or externally (e.g., from the numeration). If the probe's features are provocative, they force the generation of a copy of the goal, which in turn generates a new position for the copy to merge into (e.g., a specifier position). With respect to Condition (i), all the grammatical poss adcs we have seen so far contain an overt possessum, with the exception of the sentences in (85), which contain implied possessums. If a sentence contains a dative but no potential possessum (overt or implied) for that dative to associate with, the possessive reading is unavailable. For instance, while a possessive reading is available in (88) and (89), both of which contain potential possessum dps, no possessive reading is available in (90).
(90) A father to his son: ma: neg tsiʔ-la: drive-her.dat la-ʔimm-ak for-mother-your w-inta and-you sikra:n drunk 'Don't drive while you're drunk; that will make your mother worry.' Concerning Condition (ii), if the dative cliticizes to a vP that contains a possible possessum, it may be interpreted as a poss ad. Otherwise, it may only be interpreted as a top/aff ad. Observe the exchange between Speaker a and Speaker b in (91). In b' , the dative is cliticized to the verb bidu:r 'wander/drive around' , which selects the instrument pp bi-l-sayya:ra 'in the car' . The dative may be interpreted as a poss ad. In b", on the other hand, the dative is cliticized to the higher verb, biku:n, the copula. In this case, the possessive reading is not available.
adc; as (94c) illustrates, a poss ad cannot corefer with an internal possessor realized as a lexical dp. See also (31) kame:n also 'I washed Nadia's car, and I washed Leila's car as well.'
The grammaticality of (94a) indicates that ApplP occupies a separate plane and is not strictly a part of the speaker's statement. The speaker may decide to portray Leila as a topic/affectee just as he does with Nadia, (93a). Alternatively, he may decide to use an internal possessive structure to talk about Leila; thus, (94a). This use is reminiscent of the behavior of sentential or speakeroriented adverbs, which may occur in stripping, as (95) (Merchant, 2003:2, (15)) illustrates. 
Conclusion
At first blush, la poss adcs look quite similar to possessive datives in other languages, such as Hebrew and German. Accordingly, one may be tempted to assume that these expressions should receive a similar analysis. Research on possessive datives has suggested a movement analysis, whereby the possessor merges first in Spec,dp of a possessum phrase before it moves to a higher position. In this article, I show that the movement approach cannot account for poss adcs in la, since the possessor in this language necessarily merges low in the possessum phrase, a position out of which movement is impossible. I also rule out a binding analysis of la poss adcs by presenting structures in which the dative may not bind into the possessum dp. Finally, I develop an alternative, pragmatically motivated analysis in which la poss ads are understood as top/aff ads linked to a topic that occupies the cp region as an edge-linker. I also suggest that the possessor interpretation is contextually determined provided three structural conditions are satisfied. If this analysis is correct, it explains why poss ads in la, unlike possessive datives in Hebrew and German and external possessors in Nez Perce, may not be lexical dps; see examples (3) and (4) in section 1. Whereas a possessive dative in a possessor-raising language may undergo first-merge as a lexical dp at the edge of a possessum phrase prior to movement, a poss ad in la does not start out in the possessum phrase, but as a pronominal element linked to a topic in the left periphery. The topic itself, but not the poss ad, may be pronounced as a lexical dp.
In more general terms, this article adds to the body of evidence suggesting that external possessive constructions, although a cross-linguistic phenomenon, are not structurally (or even semantically) identical across languages. Research on these structures within generative linguistics since the 1960s has tried to explain, among other things, how the external possessor receives a possessive construal. The general tendency has been to attribute the possessive reading to syntax/movement or semantics/binding (see Deal (to appear) for an overview). This article offers a new possibility: Pragmatics. The possessive reading in la dative constructions like (8) and (9) above is pragmatically determined, rather than syntactically or semantically mediated. An
